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CURRENT DECISIONS 

Carriers— Limitation or Liability fob Negligence— Cabmack Amend- 
ment. — Cattle were shipped by railroad under the "Uniform Live-Stock Agree- 
ment" by which, in consideration of a reduced rate, it was agreed that in the 
event of negligent delay or detention damages should be limited to the amount 
actually expended by the shipper in the purchase of food and water for the 
cattle while so detained. Suit was brought for loss arising from negligent 
delay. Held, that the attempted limitation of liability for negligence was 
invalid under the Carmack Amendment Boston cV Maine R. R. Co. v. Piper 
(1918, U. S.) 38 Sup. Ct 354- 

The case apparently arose before the adoption of the latest amendments to 
the Interstate Commerce Act, by which, in the case of "ordinary live-stock," 
all contracts of any kind attempting to limit liability are forbidden. See Act 
March 4, «9i5. 38 U. S. St at L. 1196, and Act Aug. 9, 1916, 39 U. S. St at L 
441. It is chiefly interesting as showing that the court was not disposed to 
extend the agreed valuation doctrine of Adams Express Co. v. Croninger (1913) 
226 U. S. 491, 33 Sup. Ct 148, and other later decisions, which, as applied to 
cases of negligence, was said in Wells Fargo & Co. v. Neman-Marcus Co. 
(1913) 227 U. S. 469, 476; 33 Sup. Ct 267, 269, to rest on estoppel There 
was clearly no basis for estoppel in the principal case. 

Civil Rights— Race Discrimination— Places or Public Accommodation.— 
Section 40 of the Civil Rights Law of New York forbids discrimination on 
account of race or color at any "place of public accommodation, resort, or 
amusement" The law defines such a place as including hotels, restaurants, 
public conveyances, and several other places, but makes no mention of saloons. 
The plaintiff, a negro, was refused liquors at a saloon belonging to the 
defendant, the refusal being due solely to the plaintiff's color. He sued for 
the penalty in accordance with other provisions in the statute. Held, three 
judges dissenting, that he had no cause of action. Gibbs v. Arras Bros. (1918, 
N. Y.) 118 N. E. 857. 

The plaintiff, a negro, sought to purchase tickets to the floor of a dancing 
pavilion maintained at a park owned and operated by the defendant electric 
railroad company as auxiliary to its transportation business. On account of 
his color he was denied admittance. The Civil Rights Law makes no express 
mention of dancing pavilions. Held, that the plaintiff was entitled to the 
penalty provided by the law for exclusion from a place of public accommoda- 
tion, resort or amusement Johnson v. Auburn & Syracuse Elec. R. Co. (1918, 

N. Y.) 119 N. E. 72- 

These cases give a reasonable construction to a statute that exists in most 
of the Northern states. If the legislature means to forbid race discrimination 
in every sort of private business, it should do so expressly. When the statute 
list certain places, as hotels, bathhouses, barber shops, theaters and music halls, 
the courts should not extend the application of the law to other sorts of busi- 
ness by mere analogy or inference. Such a law deprives citizens of customary 
and desirable privileges. Sound policy would restrict such laws to the kinds 
of business long recognized as affected with public interest and as requiring 
governmental regulation. 

Constitutional Law— Federal Child Labor Law Invalid.— Suit was 
brought by a father in his own behalf and as next friend of his two minor 
sons, one under the age of fourteen and the other between fourteen and six- 
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